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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUlTington
3050 NE 3rdSt.

. Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

BI.MPRINEVILLE
DJSTAICT

.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process .

January 15,2004'

Bureau of Land Management Administration,
The accompan~ing form 1ette: is :1.dirrct .resu1tof issues and concerns that were ?rou~ht to my
personal attentIOn. The letter ISqUItestraIght forward and easy to understand:-It ISbelllg used as a
way to express "No Support" for alternative seven's Historic Range Vegetation Management
Proposal. . .

It is my understanding that a significantly large nUInber of concerned citizens are in favor of a
. "Current Range" approach to vegetation management. The most ~ommon pro's and con's are

expressed in this)etter. The letter is a realistic way to add more objectivity to the planning
process. It is the BLM's responsibility to utilize this public input to amend the prefelTed
alternative to support Current Range Vegetation Management.

Thank you,

~c~
Edward C. Faulkner



J3ureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. J3LM PRIN~~
J!ublicCommentProcess DImrr;r~ .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of '-Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUttent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s.present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becallse of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrying to recreate the

,.' uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and.isn't very beneficial to th~ community at ~arge..
-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agricul~e, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
-£ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes .our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns. .,'
- g. The B. L-:-M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
. project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, . it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under .change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.LJ",L ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pMt. .
.

. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use4 before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses camiotbejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain. .

~e. Bistoric range reduces ]?ublicaccess, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,
emphasizes agricultural use.

. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;.
',Current Range Vegetation Management'.". .

Pdntname:'[6'N Q\~ ~ L YC1'v\\~ 'r\~~
. ,

.

~d~SS'C~~ ~~~~~~~~~. ~~ ~~\I\~. qll~~
SIgned: .C ~

~ Date.:J \ q oq ,



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

a:f3D3)
REbavE5

JAN 1 4 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

As a concemedCentral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management. ,

-a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

unc~rtainties of the 'past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible andisn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
.

-,e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f.Current range has the best ch8.f;lceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L Moois managing public lands within a federally d~signated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types 9f changes that will OCCLLrnow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflIcts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the prefelTed alternative to support;
'CUlTent Range Vegetation Management' .

Print name:
.

\1Olm If'. i Ie I&.x.
Address.City.Z'p: /6()0--o.s:W Jteel de II d

,

'

Date: J;J;/8/01Signed:

1;."I'<:>Lo /) ev Or
9"776D



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd81.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

. €iii!J
RECEIVED

JAN,l 4 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process BLMPRINEVIU-E
DISTRIOT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUlTentRange' over "Historic Range'
for several reasons.

J-..

l.CUlTentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~ a. It is the'best approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneticial to ,the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture,multiple use and recreation. . .
- e. Current range worksthe best with our CUlTentand future vegetative conditions. .

- f. Current range has the best chaJ?ceof creating a healthy anddiversitied ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a fedeniliYaesignated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people arid their actions the best. It
works. better under change, the types of changes that will occur how and in th~ future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support tl~eB.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

ement' .

Print name:. cz V'\ ~ ~ V"\ "
.

AddreSS'

?L

City'

4
r~:

C;;; Cft,? 5-:- C(,k

~
(J5

~

J fJ~ o{13 )") 0 r

SIgned: -_.~ ~ -- Datf-:._Z(g(03, I I



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun'ington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

'RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

BLMPRIN~~

-

DISTRI~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suppoliive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M. ' s present method of vegetation management.,
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f.Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B~. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the tYpes of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when -it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and TJ10relaw enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; - -
-, Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: IS ~{\.1- t /~;

~::e:~ t~Wq ~ .(3~ c;te
Date: n/e~ '3

9'1 )02'



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

.

~
RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004-

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

ELM PRINEV/.LLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as SUPPol1iveof 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUlTentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that' existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal).ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support currentrange, it accommodatespeople and their actions the best. .It
works better under change, the,types of changes thatwill occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
'

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: {'(oj;!j) /<CIEilI7tV6f(

Address~ City, Zip:b'll~~ 0 J1{,.,;(--IL ~/
Signed: I~/ 4-

~ ~?7C/
Date:I¥ 8;/t77



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

~,
RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

eLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
-b.CUITentrange iSl1'trestricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture,multiple use and recreation. .
.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chaI}.ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally"Gesignated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works berteI' under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefore?
- c. Historic range will be mote expensive to implemel'it and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and, uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built.in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Print name:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd 81.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVE~
~..Y

JAN 1 4 2004 .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft:
Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEVI.LLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b.Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

unceliainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f.Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B:-t. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the futJ,lre.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
,- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uricertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
;
Current Range Vegetation Management' . '

Print name: Da.~J'-<..L L /-I,#( C c:.

Address. City, Zip: (rrt/ If -10"""",~~

Signed: v6~ ~)~
£/J- I:J<~/ Cl)f

Date: ~ / 1ft ~ /~3

.-,) 'ldl



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVE~
3tf1

JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

eLM PRINEVI,LLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called =Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Currentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. ~

,

- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and 'isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. CUITentrange works the best with our current ,and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has the best chalfce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUITentneeds and vegetative concerns. ,
- - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federal1y designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mo~tly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change~the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

~

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
, - a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be neces?ary.
- d~ Those greater expenses cannot be justifi~d by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has-buiIt-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please ainend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range VegetationManagement' .

Print name: ~u',C)~, -H~it2.1~

Address.City, Zip:J3J \c ~ LJ 1~..1","

Signed:~~c& B.~l
w~ <f!??Ol

- Date: I;;"/~ 0 ~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE'VED
~51D

. JAN1 4 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Rarige'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

. uncertaintiesofthe past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a-federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better un-derchange, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?

~

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- - d. Those greaterexpensescaml0tbejustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the prefeITed alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Ve!f:etation Management'.

Print name: Mp,~\j\O fV\ 'A 'IF..\<..~ 'S

Address. City, Zip: C::.\~b 3 A\:)ctOULF\

Signed: ~. ~ G"'At.~
c..~~ B1I./\:)t) (:) RI!. 'fTTC2...

Date: I'2. ~'f5 -C ~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004(jfjff)
BLM PRINEVI.u.e

DISTRIOT
.RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M:s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approa~h because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a cOl}Ceptof trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago aDdbefore

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land~use

activities like agriCulture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUrrentneeds.and vegetative concerns,
, - ;;-g:The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It .

works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in tbe fu:ture.

.-"

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of tbe

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; . .

. ()
.
Curr~ Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: ~\c..~~ ~ .CS~~tJ

fS A-R-c ~ h..~AJL BtL 7~3

Date: (2--7-O..::sSigned:

J......



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Pun'ington

,

3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004(ffji)
BLM ,PRINEVIu.E

DISTRICT'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is prop<?singutilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons.

\- i

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
-

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal)ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under.change,lhe types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
'- e. Historic range reduces public access; has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use..

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

Print name: J us,f;" ~FJ(9d ~V1
.

Addre~~.Cily. ltiPji Co i "

£; !1'kr.. {I-. *-3 tef1d {2L. 97 ?Pi.
Slgned4L~ V't~. Date:j)e..c S.'20D_'S



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

R'ECEIVED

JAN 1 4 2004@
BLM PRINEVIu.E

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

.uncertaintiesof thepast. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15a years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture,multipleuse and recreation. .

- e. Currentrangeworksthe best with our current and futurevegetative conditions. .
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands withinaIederitlly designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified 'by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: .b1.ilik.o 1...) ~GJcwJ

Address. City, Zip: 611/ I.f D e.tzr"' Ua \le.y D~
Signed:~.~

I

.

B~~ ) cJe.. <1 7 ? "<-
Date: 12..- 8 -c S



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

R'ECEIVED
JAN 1 4 200~ e
BLMPRINEVILLE

DISTRICT.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because orit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.,
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at Jarge.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal).ceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
r . - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpubric landswithin a federallydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people arid their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur. now ancLin the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' . .

Prillt name~--~ ~ 't-\'"":\, \~
') D... \ \ o,c~

AddreSS.~ZJ

.

P: \)'L:'l\~~5\A.a>"'~
SJgned:

\ \ -\
. Date: \ 2... I (H~ / o!:., t



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEtVED,

.
JAN 1 4 2004 ~
IJLM PRINEV/.1.lE ~

DISTRICT'
.RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. . '

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept~ftry'ing to recreate the

p' uncertainties of the past. '
,

'- c. The conceptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
'.-g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclarnatlonU

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works ~etter under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use9.before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contlictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.' .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'."

Print name: f'co-rrw/."rfc..

Ad~res.s.Ciiyi~:~'-t/-' f'-'
.

.
Signed. ~

L" )(/
(({elf 1-,).. (,Il. (!)r

'\17-£
1)

Date,: 1- / D - OLj



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:I;>ublicComment Process,

JAN 1 4 2004
.

BLMPAIN~ rfiJiJ
DISTRICT.

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
. Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred'alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

fotmulated technique called' Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over' Historic Range'
for severalreasons. . . '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.' .

~b. Current range isn't restricted like $stodc range to a concept ~f trfing to recreate the
.J uncertainties of the past. .

.- c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use'
activities like agricultw::e,multiple use and recreation. . .

- e. CU11'entrange works the.best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
-£ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately o'iyned. This
.project area is meant for.human-developmentand occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot slfPport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been usep.before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

, be necessary.
.

.

~ d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces :public access~ has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;.
--CutTent Range Vegetation Management'.'

.
Printnam:e:-J 9-L- t:o ~,.rs
Address, Ciiy~Zip: .

,,-

Signed:

.

I 7°15

'Iro/Ol
I I



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rd8t.
.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 200~
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT.
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

:public Gomment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' CUITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefelTed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulatedtechniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUlTentRange' over 'Historic Range' .

for severalreasons. . .

1.CUlTen,trange is the B.1.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
~ b. CUITen1:range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

"
uncertainties of the past.

.- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

.

-' d. CUlTent rl,illge is the most compatible and consistent with other current land~use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation. .

~ e. CUITent range works the. best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.

-f CUlTent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our cUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns. '.

- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

.project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes $a1' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been usecj before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullceliain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.Current Range Vegetation Management' . '

Print name: O,,~I ti(10WJ2rl ~

Ad~ress, Cily~Zip: c~ )c. d. we II c.c/<!:~'?

Signed: ~..nlt ~~_.. .

10,- q 770 I
I'

1

Date.: ,t- ( 0 -C1"



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED

JB~P:]~~:~
DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated t~chnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s pr~sent method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current rangeisn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed] 50 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent 'Yith other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range,has the best chaI?-ceof creating a healthy and diversified. ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. __n .
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reClamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

- worksbetter underchange, the types of changesthat will occur now-and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uricertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contlicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Gun-ent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
"tb

1/1

.Address.City.Zip:

Signed:- R<-1.

{!!J I'~/ "If to ~/~h J'O'1

7/2J? IL-e C.;:.r: E ~({,/~,,~
Date: /;;1. -1'-0 Y

()If~ ?? dt)1



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
.~

DISTRICT' ~
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUlTentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is tl1ebest approachbecauseof it's built in flexibility.

.

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
unceliainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. CUlTentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. 'ls-managing public lands' within a federally-designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

0 ?,tv'~~ r? If (/ 11,

Address. City, Zip: 20777-
I

/"1 i V,f f
Signed: 12) Y

I

Print name:

I,v) f] 0~ () 1(,

Date: t'2~ 08.. CJ1



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .

BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

@f~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

,
i

l.Cun-ent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. ,

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple ,use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L.M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support cun-ent range, it accommodates people'arid their actions the best. It
works bytter under change, the types of chang.es that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I knqw if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname:J£..JlN \6~b
.

Address.City, Zip:' Zoo 5 AlE ~. fL<xJ<:.. "'N.
Signed:

156M? Cf7~ (

Date: 12 -0<1-03



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUn'ington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 2004

@DBLMPRINEVILLE?
3;) J

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Cun'ent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOl111ulatedtechnique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Cun'ent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.Current range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUn'ent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

,uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. CUn'ent range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current .rangeworks the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

.
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been llsed before?
,.; c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: f11atlA,eaJ ;{ .!':l'c' t.E I!?-

Address. Citv. Zip: 1<'1(1 M£ftI:-s 4r'pF:."5

Signed: ~~/
/(p gE/UiJ 977t!J /

Date: ;;2~B-~'5



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 200~

BLMPRINEV'LLE~
DISTRICT ",

,

As a concernedCentralOregonresident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed ISOyears ago and before

, is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities likeagriculture,multiple use and recreation.
.

,

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best cha~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. TheE. L. Moois managing public lands within-a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the.future. -

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. r do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. ,How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?{

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessaly.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management" .

Print name: -

9ll8JAddress. City.
.

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

1;>ublicComment Process

JAN 1.4 2004~
, BLMPRINEVILLE.~

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as sUPPQrtiveof 'Current
,

Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

. - b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to '3, concept o,ftriing to recreate the
.' uncertaintie.s of the past. . . . .

.- c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large. '

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

"- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- £ Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns:
"- g. The B. L. M.. is mCUlagingpubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
- ,project area is meant for,human development and occupancy. That is another key

reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcem~ntwill
, be necessary.

'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts'wiihmu.1tiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'. ' ,

Plintname: ~~r7// d/M66?;?4
'

Address~ City lip: ;2. ]1'6 D /V0 /01.;57; 57: , ~.u07~,d' 0 ~ fi? 7? S-6
Sig~ed:

. JL: Date,:~ / ~t"D --0 Y'



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

. .

.Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED.~
JAN14 2004-~

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

J;ublic Comment Pro.cess

BLM PRINEVILLE'
DISTAICT

As a,concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of I Current
,

Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlmulatedtechniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. '

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept 6,ftrying to recreate the

,,' uncertaintiesof the past. .

'- c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

.

-'d CUlTentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultw::e, multiple use and recreation. ,

, -e. Current range works the. best with our CUl1'entand future vegetative conditions.
- £ CUl1'entrange has th~ best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi~rreclamation are!lis mostly privately oWned. This

,project area is meant for,human development and occppancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot s~pport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

-b.How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

-c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem€!nt will
, be necessary. .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historierange reduces J?ublicaccess~ has built-in'contlictswith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agricultural use. '

,

Print Dame:



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

,Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

public Cornment Process

RECEIVED . .
JAN 14 2004~
BLM PRINEVILLE'

DISTR/CT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would ,liketo be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred' alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'

'

for several reasons. '

l.Current range is the B.L.M. 's present method of vegetation management.,
~ a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
~b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept o,ftrying to recreate the

", uncertainties of the past.
,

'~c~ The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation. ,

-e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g.The B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamati<!n area is mostly privately oWned. This
:project area is meant for'human'development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
yvoriesbetter under change, the types qf changes that will occur now and in the future.

.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot st:J.pport.

~a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ,

'

~ b. How do I lmow if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use4 before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive tQ implement and more law enforcem~nt will
, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear andW1certaill.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'..

Print name: ,."\,,,,\ ..' \
J~t: -I. .-' D... ~,.~

I\F: ,9f~
.
U-e J-z, ,

'?-
\.,

\J~\ .) d\...Address, City, Zip: ~'L\
..-

Signed:
' \)~.o. v\.: J 1--IO-<-tDate,:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt. .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004#!§0
BLM PRINEV{lLE

DISTRICTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.LM. is proposing utilizes 'a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very benefi~ial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chal:ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
.

- g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation - :--.

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works bettC?runder change, the types of changes that will occur now and.in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.LMoo's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

Print name:

Date:

Address. Chy, Zip:

Signed:



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004 ~1J
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.LM. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vege~ative concerns. ' -
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people arid their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that.will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Cullent Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: U~ ;4,;>' ;It L { f/!( 5-

Address. City: Z~P: /9C76?J CceJ A I(

Signed:'l~# ,;[;jJh
~ LA.. /(.ek cQ--

Date: / 2..:- 7-6':'>

c!)(<f: ?? 70 !



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington

.

3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4

.

2004 ~BLM PRINEVILlE ~
. DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public COrhment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefeITedalternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I

LCuITent rarige is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. CUITentrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people arid their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur nOW-andin the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
. - a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

3J€JlfZ7. COA/ 1/
Address. City. Zip: :<'11/;': ttJ. If12.f41n 0:<cLf. 4~-f'Z) lJI? 'f 775-.&
Signed: ~/ ~~ Date: ;;?-9-CJ3

Print name:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

'RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004€j;;:J;
BW PRINEVILLE

DISTRIOTRE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.CuTI'entrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. CUTI'entrange is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture,'multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chalfce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizesour currentneeds and vegetativeconcerns. '--

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatioi1 -

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human develQpment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under: change, the types of changes that will OCCllrnow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

M D"f\c0-, r..e q7'7S k
Date:/2-/0 f 03



Bureau of Land Management',

ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

,Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

1;>ublicComment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004~BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of I Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The.preferred' alternative B.L.M. is proposing uti1ize~ a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic ,Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range~ .

for several reasons. '

I.Cun.-ent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

"
' uncertainties of the past.. '.

'- c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to tht?community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g.The B. L. M.. is m;maging pubJic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
,project area is meant for.-human development and OCCllpancy.That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot s-qpport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . . .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq.before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

, be necessary.
.' .

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflici:swith multiple use. and de-.

emphasizes agriculturai use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'. '

Print name: ;;~. Kczdrj
Address,City,Zip: z'~5 5 A ( hliM-0V4

Sig~ed: 4/'-f~ 1~--k1

Orr: (be /,1/]0 ;11' (~ ql{UOL

Date,: f/li/o~-,



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'"
3050 NE 3rdSt. '
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED'

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
J;>ublicComment Process

JAN 1 4 2004
.

BLM PRINEV/.LLE

.~

.

~ f
DISTRICT . ~

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
. Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated techniquecalled 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

for several reasons. '

I.Current range is the B.L.M.' s present method of vegetation management.
-a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. CUITentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

,.' uncertaintiesof the past.
.-c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .
- e. Current range works the. best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUITentrange has th~ best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This

.project area is-meantfor.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accomlnodates people and their actiol1sthe."best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and-lU1certamconcept I do riot s1+pport.
-a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

pet .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ullcertain. .

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the pre,ferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management'. .

Print name: ~~11 /11 J/5

Ad~res"1!;d}[O ~
SIgned. D -"

~77/cr fc;p4iDM3 ~9775-£ .

Date.: J/j6/0Y'
.

, ,



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN 14 20P4(jfjj!J
ELM PRINEVI.LLE

DISTRIOT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
. Range VegetationManagement'. Thepreferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ~Historic Range'. I support ~CurrentRange' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecause of it's built in flexibility. .

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the
,,' uncertaintie.sof the past. .

.-c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 y~ars ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with OUIcurrent and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizesour cuttent needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g.The B. L. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly priyately oWned. This
.project area is meant for,human development and occ'!lpancy.That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better Wlder change, the types of changes thatwill occur now and in the future.

2. ;Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept r do riot SlfPport.
- a. r do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-.

emphasizesagriculturai use.
. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
--Current Range Vegetation Management'.'

Print name: JJn f'P (\(\



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Pumngton '
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

1;>ublic COl11111ent Process

RECEIVE,D

'JAN 14 200~
BLMPR/NEVII;'~

DISTRICT, .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The prefe11'ed'alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUttent Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M. ' s present method of vegetation management.
-a.It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~f trying to recreate the

", uncertaintie.s of the past.
.-c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.
-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land~use

activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Cunent range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has th~ best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our cucrentneeds and vegetative concerns. ..

- g. The B. 1. M.. is m~aging public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mos!Iy privately oWned. This
,project area is meant for.human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actioI.1,Sthe.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that'will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot sy.pport.
- a. I do-not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re~create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
-b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and mor~ law enforcem~nt will

, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and U11certain.
- e. Bistoric range reduces public access~ has built~in confliCts-with multiple use. and de~,

emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please alnend the preferred alternative to support;
'.cunent Range Vegetation Management' ..

Print name: ,.0 () ({
()n L <... G! h~ .

~:::;' ~7 3;k £ ~
( rV>- Drf2- po;~iv \)Ie arK

Date.: ) --'/u -0 If '



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt. '

,Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '

public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JAN1 4 ZOO~i)
BLM PRINEVILLE

:;:J..J
I.f

DISTAICi'

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
,

Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons.
'

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

"
ul1certaintie.sof the past. .

.

'- c~111econcept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~ community at large.

-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation.

"

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our CUlTentneeds and vegetative concerns.
"-g.The B. 1. M.. is managing pubJic lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
, projectarea is meant for,human developmentand occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUlTentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . .

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? ,

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will
, be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts 'with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use. "
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
-.Current Range Vegetation Management','

~J '
.

Print name: /'/71 j,,P'N / 5
'

.

Ad~reSS,%iP: ;<63(5 /7cfut tr:Y1o;J? --

Signed: ,~, Date.: 1/fJ It!!



Bureau of Land Management'
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NB 3rdSt.

.

,Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

1?ublicComment Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2DD~~
BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRIOT'

As a concerned Centra10regon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
,

Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternativeB.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fOlmulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range' ,

for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility., -b.CUlTent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftrYing to recreate the

,I ul1certainti~softlle past.
'- c~The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago'and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at1arge. '

-'d Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e, multiple use and recreation. ' ,,

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. CUlTentrange has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizesour current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The B. 1. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mos~lY.J!rivatelyoWned. This
,project area is meant for,human qevelopment and occ'Llpancy. That is another key
reason 1support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.
- a. r do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do r know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been useq before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcem~nt will

, be necessary.
'

.
'~d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

~e. Bistoric range reduces public access~ has built~in conflicts-with multiple use. and de-:
emphasizes agriculturai use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
,

~.Current Range Vegetation Management'..

Print name: 5k~'\o Y\f\4j~~~v(' ,

Address, Ci1y,Zip;~1;o')(. 'l..-tL( \...e..r/~~c:.>lnvu.r ()\~ " if:, 0

Sig;ed: 3~ 0ffD~cLr-'.
.

Date,: l- /0 L) C/'



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
PublicCommentProcess -

RECEIVED
JAN1 4 200~
BLM PRINEVILLE

D/STRIOT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for seveml reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
-b. Current range isn't restricted lik,ehistoric range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. -
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15a years ago and before

is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to the communityat large.
. d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with oth-er current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
4.e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversi tied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs ~d vegetative concerns.
fr. - g. The B. L.:M-..is managing public lands within a federaJly designated reclamation

"

project are.a. The land within"this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is -anew and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertai nties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

. d. Those greater expenses cannot bejustified by.results that are unclear and uncertain.

. e. Historic range reduces public access, has built':'inconflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. -

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

.,../

ct, .~nJ dLt C(l7{)j

Date:
-

tL" l(} 03
Address~ City~ 2i

Signed:

"\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
J
.

AN 1 4, 2004~
eLM PRINEVILLE~

DI.STR/CT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The con,ceptof recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
.\ is impossibleand isn't very beneficialto the commun'ityat large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative ,conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
Ii - g. The B. E. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of ~hanges that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: (f/r c.-J. eLLc) R(S) .5 $:.

(]~! Jc<?<j 1)/(

~
r5.ePr.{;} 0 If

. <"j /70~Address. City, Zip: :202 '-lID

Signed: ~ Date: /~--/C)... 0 ::3'"

"'"



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE yd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

R.ECEfVED

RE: Upper Deschutes 'Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 14 2004 ~
BLM PRINEVIU.{:

~.
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approachbecauseofit's built in flexibility. '

- b. Currentrange isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and con~istent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. . .

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current railge has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designatedreCiamation

project area. The land withinthis reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

_works better under change, the types of changes that_will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do n9t support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.
. ,

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

136'Yb Otf~M 177a.t.

Date: /).../I~I ~ .J'
4 ~

Address. City, Zip;

Signed:



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rd St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Cominent Process

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 200~
BLM PRINEVILLE.

DISTRICT .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident Iwould like to be on record as supportive of 'CuITent
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'CUITentRange"over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn;t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying torecreate the

uncertainties of the past.
.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. CUITentrange works the best with our CUITentand future vegetative conditions.
- (. CUITentrange has the best cha~ce of creating a healthy and diversif1ed ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. 1. Moois managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support CUITentrange, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will OGCurnow and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built':'in conflicts with multiple use~and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

1(7,

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .
.

'Current Range Vegetation Management' .

Print name;

J

Date:/).. yd & ~



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington.
3050 NE Jrd St.,-
Prineville, Oregon 97754

, RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004~
BLM PRINEVILLE ~

DISTRIOT
RE:Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record !:issupportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.LM. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.Current range isthe B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
-b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with 'other current land::use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chro:tceof creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
f,' - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within.a federallydesignated reclamation

project area. The land within/this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human developmentand occupancy. That is another key -

reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
.works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

, 2. Historicrangevegetationmanagement is 'a new and uncertainconcept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. .

- b. How do I know ifhistoric range is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefore'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and mor(( law enforcement will

be necessary..'
,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

, ;Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:
....-

'" OR 91?0)
Date:/-7-04-

Address. City,
VL-,

Signed:

"".



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE yd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
.JAN lA200~

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource ManagementDraft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suppordve of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a new!y
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current_Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present ~ethod of vegetation management.
- a.It is the bestapproachbecauseof it's built in flexibility.
- b.Current range isn't testricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. .
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large... . .

-,d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current !and-use
activities like agriculture, multipfe use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs ~d vegetative concerns.
.

-
~. - g. The B. L. M.. is managing-public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privateIy'owned. This
project area is mearit for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better.under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when h's never been used befOl:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

,- q. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

'"\.



RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

l

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 2004~
I3LMPRINEVILLE' .

, DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very ben~ficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

#.e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

, pdoritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns. .'

,

'i - g. The B. L. M.. is managingpublic landswithin a federallydesignatedreclamation
project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will oCGUrnow and in the future.

2. Historic,range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befol:e?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. '
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. 'Historic range reduces public accessl has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use. .

Please amend the. preferred alternative to support;
- 'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: C/ken tJ~ ~ IT

Address: City,~ ~"-
{,--J..

'" e'1-v V,\,-\ 01 .. q 7; 7t-\
I

.
Signed: ()t .-J0M= Date: JJ-f JJoID:-

\0\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd'St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
.3

JAN 1 4 2004;@
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

BLM PRINEV//J.E
DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident Iwould like to be on record as supporti ve of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

l.CUITentrange is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a.It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept oftryin.g to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. ' '

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large,

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use arid recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
, - f. Current range has the best chaJ?ceof creating a healthy anddiversitied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
~' - g. The B. L. M.. i-s-managingpublic lands within a federally designated reclamation'

project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. ]t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncert'ainties of the.

past. ",

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used befOl:e?
. - c. Historicrange will be more expensiveto implementand more law enforcementwill

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. ' Historic range reduces public access~has built...inconflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferredaltemative to support;
, ;CulTentRangeVegetation Management",

Print name: ~ -P-f--,!/'-. S O"U-.-c..e do
,

Address. City, Zip: [leu/] caVe CVd~ d ~ (17R'.~
Signed: ~eh'S;"a.u.c«cRc:) Date;~'2/-Zfo/O )

\.\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal PUITington
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 200~
BLMPRINEV/LLE~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The prefeITed alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

1.Cunent range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approachbecause of it's built in flexibility. .
- ~. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties ofthe past. .
, - c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '
- e. Current range works the. best with our CUlTentand future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
.

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .,'

-.g. ~he B. 1. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This

.

project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another.key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the ~pes of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

p~t.
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choicewhen it's never been used before? .

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcenient will
be necessary.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cmmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~has built-in cont1icts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural lise.

~ L

Please amend the prefeITed alternative to support;
'CuITent Range Vegetation Management'. .-- B

.

Print name: .-J.0-~c7&.t e-fc..r..s

Address. City~ Zip: /if jI;, It ~

Signed: ~-



RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd8t.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004

eLMPR'NEV~~
.

E

.

/)/DISTRIC~

. RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

.

l.Cunent range is the B.1.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
. - a.It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. .

. ,

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. ~

- d. Cunent range is the most compatible and consistent with other CUlTentland-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .,
- g. The B. 1. Moois managing public lands within a fooerally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for humari development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. . .

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been ~lsedbefore? .
- c. Historic range. will be more expensive t6 implementahd more law enforcement will

be necessary. . .

- d. Those b,YJ.'eaterexpenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Histotic range reduces public access, has built-in cont1icts with multiple use, and de-

emphasizes. agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'Current Range Vegetation Managemenf.'

Print name:
f.

<f)f"\..,

0 ~.
"/ ..s.s.~ r <:- 7S-C

Signed: Date: /~:2~O 7'



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rd 81. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED
JAN I 4 200~
BLMPR'NEV/LLE~

DISTRICT.
.

RE: Upper Deschutes Resoru;ce Management Draft.
J;>ublicComment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I wouldrlike to be on record as supportive of 'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support' Current Range' over 'Historic Range' .

.for several reasons. '

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept ~ftry'ing to recreate the

"
uncertaintie.s of the past. '.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed '150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to th~communityat large. .

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultur:e,multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the, best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
"-g. The- B. 1.-M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant fqr.human deve1'opmentand occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the 'best. It
works better under change, the types _ofchanges that will occur now and in the futur~

. -

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do -riotsupport.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.. .'
.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been use4 before? .
- c. Historic 'range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary. .'

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces J?ublicaccess~ has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agricultural use.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'-CuITentRange Vegetation Management'..

Printname:\'(i\Y\ GC)~v,
Address~City:zip: ') - ~ ~

,-

Signed:

UJf V"'-6v r c\ ~

Date.: \ D1 Q:y~

K~~OV'~

~

C\II ,<!)~



Bureau of Land Management.
ATT: Teal Purrington'
3050 NE 3rdSt.

.

.Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. .

:public Comment Process

RECEIVED
JA

,

N 1 4 2°
,

04~
BLMPRINEV'LLE~

DISTRICT'

.

'"
l.

'As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of 'Current ~

. Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposingutilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons. .

'

i,L

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
~a. It is the best approa,chbeca.useof it's built in flexibility.

'~ b. Current range isn't restricted likehistodc range to a concept o.ftrYing to recreate the,

"
uncertaintie.s of the past.

. ,

'- c; The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossibleand isn't very beneficial to th~cornmunity at large. '

-' d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agricultu:r:e,multiple use and recreation. .

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. "
'.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing pubHc lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately oWned. This
,project area is meant for' human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the.'best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation manageJ11.entis a new and uncertain concept I do riot s~pport. .

-a. I do not support the B.L.M.. ' s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ' '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before? .
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforceriH~ntwill

'

. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and ul1celiain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access~ has built-in conflicts'with multiple use. and de-,

emphasizes agriculturai use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
'.cutTent Range Vegetation Management'.'

Print name: ~'r~)\~ ~ !JJ\,~e_,
."

Address, Ci1y~Zip: .s~3 ~ <.f (.~.

Sig~ed: ~)~~~/A,V\t- iJ I"Se '

~<)2.MC:~ S t ,~ e.JIM ~ d 177~ b

Date.:\ - \ 2.- oq
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

.
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of' Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

\ -

l.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility. .

-b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the,
uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditfons that ex,isted 150 years ago ~nd before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

.

.

-d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
I

t. - g. The B. L. Moois managing public lands within-a federally designated reclamation'
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.. 's efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been lIsed before'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.
'.

.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unce11ain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizesagriculturaLuse.
.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
,'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

gen CXL

Date:/ Z- -ltJ"'cP ')

Address. City, Zip:

Signed:~

"\.



Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECEIVED

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

JAN 1 4 200~
BLMPRINEVIL~
- DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be onJecord as supporti ve of' Current
Range VegetationManagement'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over. 'Historic Range'
for severalreasons.

.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
'- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best ch~ce of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs arid vegetative concerns.
i

- 5 g.The B. L. M.. is managingpublic lands within a federallydesignatedreclamation
project area. The land within'this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur no~ and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is 'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertaih~ies of the

p~t.
,

'
I

- b. How do I know if historic range, is the best choice when it's never been Llsedbefore'?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple lIse. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred altemativeto support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

Signed:

""..



Bureau of Land Management
A TT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE yd St.

, Prineville,Oregon97754

RECEIVED
JAN 1 4 200~
eLMPRINEVILLE~

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of'Current
Range Vegetation Management'. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing u'tilizes a newly
fonnulated technique called 'Historic Range'. I support 'Current Range' over 'Historic Range'
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because ofit's built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

uncertaintiesof the past. -

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation' conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't vel)' beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range isthe most compatible and consistent with other current land. use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

'. e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
. f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs a~d vegetative concerns.
t' . g. The B. L. M.,.is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'this reclamation area is most]y privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
. a. I do not support the H.L.M..'s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
.

- d. Those greater experises cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic rangereduces public access~has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to' support;
'Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: -~"",,-. 5c..klo&"$. M.~r

~::~~S30: $~~ ~::-mf~~~
I I '

Or 9170 (
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